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ABSTRACT
THE IMPACT OF COMMITMENT ON RISK RECOGNITION
IN SEXUALLY VIOLENT DATING RELATIONSHIPS
Jennifer Milliken, M.A.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Michelle M. Lilly, Director

This thesis examined the influence of personal- and relationship-level variables on
women’s ability to recognize risk of sexual assault. Using the investment model as theoretical
grounding, the study sought to advance the literature by investigating how relationship
commitment might affect women’s responses to the risk of sexual assault perpetrated by an
intimate partner. The study began by measuring women’s length of time spent in their current
dating relationship and degree of commitment to their dating partner. Participants were asked to
take the perspective of the female in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task, and respond as if the
situation was really happening to them. They were asked to determine when they believed the
man in the audio (i.e., imagining the man as their partner) should stop his advances. Based on
this methodology, the study investigated how time spent in a relationship and commitment to a
current dating relationship might uniquely influence participants’ latency in the Marx and Gross
(1995) audio task. Women’s victimization history and level of rape myth acceptance were also
examined as predictors of risk recognition. Study hypotheses were not supported. Explanations
for the null results found in this study are explored.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Sexual assault occurs at alarmingly high rates in the United States. According to the
National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey, 19.3% of women are raped at some point
in their lifetime, including completed forced penetration, attempted forced penetration, and
alcohol- or drug-facilitated completed penetration (Breiding et al., 2014). Importantly, this
survey also indicates 45.4% of female victims were raped by an intimate partner (Breiding et al.,
2014). As such, sexual assaults, especially assault occurring within intimate relationships,
constitute a serious social problem and major public health concern.
In addition, research suggests that a significant number of relationships continue for
some time following sexual assault. For example, Katz, Kuffel, and Brown (2006) determined
that 85% of college women reported continuing in their sexually coercive relationships over a 6
to 8 week interim. Similarly, Edwards, Gidycz, and Murphy (2011) found that 88% of women
who experienced at least one abusive episode (i.e., psychological, physical, sexual) perpetrated
by their current dating partner continued in their relationship over the course of a ten-week study.
In response to the high rate of sexual violence in intimate relationships, researchers have begun
to examine the decision-making processes occurring within sexually violent relationships. The
current study was particularly interested in women’s ability to detect risk for sexual assault. It
was hypothesized that within the context of dating relationships, risk recognition might be
impacted by a number of variables including time spent in the relationship, commitment to the
relationship, victimization history, and attitudes toward relationships and sexual aggression.
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Risk Recognition in Intimate Relationships
Examining risk recognition in sexually abusive relationships is important, and prior
research on this topic has utilized experimental procedures (i.e., random assignment to
conditions) to increase researchers’ ability to draw conclusions about “if, then” relationships.
Prior research has demonstrated a relationship between risk recognition and perpetrator identity.
When researchers experimentally manipulate the identity of the perpetrator to be an intimate
partner versus a friend, first date, or acquaintance, women’s risk recognition seems to be worse
(e.g., Faulkner, Kolts, & Hicks, 2008; VanZile-Tamsen, Testa, & Livingston, 2005). Thus, if the
perpetrator of a sexual assault is an intimate partner, then women’s risk recognition is typically
worse. Unfortunately, little is known about the mechanisms driving this relationship. In other
words, why is women’s risk recognition worse when the perpetrator is an intimate partner?
Nurius and Norris (1996) offer a cognitive ecological model to understand women’s
awareness of, and responses to, the threat of sexual assault (see Figure 1.). The cognitive
ecological model incorporates background and situational variables and provides an organized
framework to distinguish the multilevel influences of intrapersonal, interpersonal, and
sociocultural factors. The model is organized by Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological
framework, which is based on the principle of ecology. The ecological perspective organizes
and understands individual behavior within hierarchically arranged systems that involve
individuals’ relations to one another and with their environment. For example, a woman who
has been victimized in the past (an ontogenetic variable or historical variable) may develop
theories about what is normative and what to expect in subsequent relationships (macrosystem
variables), which in turn influence her in-the-moment behavioral response to threat. These
behavioral responses are likely mediated through cognitive processes involved in perception and
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interpretation (Nurius & Norris, 1996).

Figure 1. Nurius and Norris’s (1996) Cogntive Ecologocial Model of Women’s Responses to
Risk of Sexual Assault.

Specifically, behavioral responses to sexual assault are mediated through cognitive
processing of background (e.g., peer influences, relationship characteristics, interpersonal
goals/expectations) and situational (e.g., alcohol consumption, physical environment) factors
(Nurius & Norris, 1996). As such, background and situational factors may have a particularly
important influence on women’s ability to detect risk within intimate relationships. According to
Nurius and Norris (1996), relationship characteristics effect women’s perception of sexually
violent cues and her responses to them (Nurius & Norris, 1996). For example, a woman may be
reluctant to go by herself to the apartment of a man she just met, but may be less reluctant if she
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has known the man for a while and feels she can trust him. Relationship characteristics can
include a number of variables (e.g., length of time spent in the relationship, commitment to the
relationship, sexual history within the relationship) and it is unclear which characteristics have
the most bearing on women’s processing of sexually violent cues and detection of risk. Thus, as
a novel contribution to the literature, this study investigated the role of specific relationship
characteristics (e.g., relationship commitment, length of relationship) on women’s ability to
detect risk for sexual assault within the context of the dating relationship.
The Investment Model: A Model of Important Relationship Characteristics
The investment model is well established within the literature as a model of how
relationship characteristics influence women’s decisions to stay in a relationship or leave.
However, the model had not, to this author’s knowledge, been tested as a model of other
decisions within relationships (e.g., decisions on when to respond to threat). Still, it seemed
plausible that the variables involved in women’s long term decisions to stay in or leave a
relationship, might also influence in-the-moment, situational decisions.
Theory. The investment model is grounded in Interdependence Theory, which asserts
that people are generally motivated to maximize rewards and minimize costs within their
relationships (Kelly & Thibaut, 1978). As such, the investment model relies heavily on a cost/
benefit model to understand relationship decisions. However, unlike other cost/benefit models,
the investment model clearly specifies the variables pertinent to these decisions.
Interdependence Theory strongly emphasizes the interdependent processes within relationships
(i.e., the interaction between partners) to provide information about the stability of the
relationship (Kelly & Thibaut, 1978). According to Interdependence Theory, relationship
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stability is based on each partner’s dependence on the relationship (i.e., the extent to which a
person needs a given relationship or relies on the relationship for attaining desired outcomes),
which is influenced by the amount of satisfaction present in the relationship and the availability
of quality alternatives to the relationship. Satisfaction is defined as the extent to which positive
versus negative affect is experienced in the relationship (e.g., a person is likely to feel satisfied in
a relationship to the extent that their partner fulfills important needs). Quality of alternatives
describes the perceived desirability of the best available alternative to the relationship (e.g., the
extent to which important needs like physical and emotional intimacy can be met outside of the
relationship by friends, family members, and other potential intimate partners). Thus,
dependence on a relationship is greater to the extent that one’s satisfaction level is high and no
better alternatives to the relationship are perceived.
As an extension of Interdependence Theory, Caryl Rusbult (1980) developed the
investment model, arguing that satisfaction and quality of alternatives do not fully explain
relationship stability. According to Rusbult (1998), if dependence, based on satisfaction and
quality of alternatives, is the sole predictor of relationship stability, then few relationships would
endure. A relationship would fail based on experience(s) of low satisfaction or in the presence of
an attractive alternative. In reality, many relationships endure despite experiencing low
satisfaction, both in the moment and on average, and in the presence of quality alternatives
(Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). Thus, Rusbult’s investment model asserts that dependence is
also influenced by investment size. Investment size refers to the magnitude and importance of
resources attached to a relationship (e.g., sharing private thoughts and feelings, having mutual
friends, having children, sharing material possessions). The investment model further suggests
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that relationship stability is not sufficiently explained by dependence alone, and adds
commitment as an important component of an individual’s satisfaction with, and intention to stay
in, a relationship. Rusbult (1998) defines commitment as the intent to persist in a relationship,
including long-term orientation toward the relationship, as well as feelings of psychological
attachment to the relationship (e.g., a sense of “we-ness”; Rusbult et al., 1998). The investment
model proposes that feelings of commitment to a relationship grow out of increasing dependence
(i.e., increasing satisfaction and investment and lower quality of alternatives). In sum, the
investment model (Rusbult, 1980) theorizes that women make stay/leave decisions based on a
cost-benefit analysis of constructs specific to their relationship, including overall satisfaction
with the relationship, size of investments made in the relationship, quality of alternatives to the
relationship, and finally, overall commitment to the relationship.
A notable strength of the investment model is its use of relationship-specific constructs to
understand why relationships persist, even in the context of adversity. Unlike other cost/benefit
theories, the investment model identifies specifically the variables that likely influence the length
and quality of one’s relationship (i.e., satisfaction level, investment size, quality of alternatives,
commitment). Further, the investment model focuses on the specific context of the relationship,
rather than focusing on individual differences that may or may not make some women more
vulnerable to sexual victimization (Rhatigan et al., 2006). The investment model suggests that
women choose to persist in abusive relationships much like women in healthy relationships; a
perspective that allows much more room for intervention and prevention. For example,
interventions on college campuses could do more to educate all women about risks in
relationships, including prevalence of victimization in relationships, and provide training on how
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to confront or prevent relationship issues, especially those relating to sex and consent. In
essence, interventions should be geared toward all women versus identifying women who are “at
risk” for victimization.
Nevertheless, assessment of individual difference variables and variables specific to the
investment model are warranted given recent research demonstrating the influence of both
individual differences and historical variables (e.g., victimization history) on women’s
perceptions of the investment model constructs (Edwards, Gidycz, & Murphy, 2011). Edwards,
Gidycz, and Murphy (2011) conducted a path analysis to investigate the influence of childhood
abuse, abuse in adulthood, self-esteem, psychological distress and avoidance coping on women’s
perceptions of the investment model variables (i.e., satisfaction, investment, quality of
alternatives, commitment).
In terms of historical variables (i.e., childhood abuse, abuse in adulthood), the path
analysis conducted by Edwards and colleagues (2011) demonstrated a significant relationship
between childhood victimization and the amount of satisfaction perceived by women in their
current relationship (β = .13, p <.05), such that women abused in childhood reported greater
satisfaction with their current relationship than non-abused women. Further, adult experiences
with psychological abuse influenced the amount of investment (β = .13, p <.05) and satisfaction
(β = -.24, p <.001) perceived by women in their current relationship, such that women who had
experienced adult psychological abuse reported more investment and less satisfaction with their
current relationship.
In terms of individual differences variables (i.e., self-esteem, psychological distress,
avoidance coping), the path analysis revealed a significant relationship between self-esteem and
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quality of alternatives (β = .19, p <.001), such that women with higher self-esteem perceived
greater quality of alternatives to their current relationship. Notably, women experiencing higher
levels of psychological distress perceived less satisfaction with (β = -.17, p <.01) and more
investment in their relationship (β = .12, p <.05). Similarly, women who relied on avoidance
coping were less satisfied (β = -.25, p <.001) and more invested in their relationships (β = .22, p
<.001; Edwards, Gidycz, & Murphy, 2011). These results are concerning, as reliance on
avoidance coping could reasonably affect risk recognition, as one who avoids conflict or risk
cues could be at enhanced risk for victimization or revictimization. More research is needed to
replicate and extend these findings, especially given the limited number of studies investigating
the influence of individual difference variables on perceptions of the investment model
constructs.
Empirical Support. The investment model theorizes that women evaluate both the costs
and benefits of staying in their relationship based on the amount of satisfaction with, investments
in, and the quality of other alternatives to, their relationship. A notable strength of the
investment model is its empirical base of support. Le and Agnew (2003) conducted a metaanalysis across 52 studies, which included 60 independent samples and 11,582 participants,
including those with a victimization history and those without. The study concluded that
commitment was a significant predictor of women’s choice to remain in relationships,
accounting for approximately half of the variance in intention to stay in the relationship over
time.
The investment model was also investigated in victimized samples using archival data
from battered women living in domestic violence shelters. Proxy estimates of women’s
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satisfaction (e.g., positive feelings, severity of abuse), quality of alternatives (e.g., employment,
education level, income), and investments (e.g., duration of relationship, marital status, number
of children) uniquely predicted commitment (e.g., intention to separate, desire to return to the
relationship), and commitment predicted decisions to remain separated from the violent partner
one year following a shelter stay (Rusbult & Martz, 1995).
In college populations, the investment model, as measured by the Investment Model
Scale (IMS; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998), successfully predicted behavioral intentions to
leave dating relationships among both victimized and non-victimized college women (Rhatigan
& Street, 2005). In prospective research investigating college women’s decision to remain in
abusive dating relationships, intimate partner violence (IPV) frequency was related to less
satisfaction (β = -.17, p <.01). Further, greater levels of relationship satisfaction (β = .53, p
<.001), more investment (β = .31, p <.001), and fewer perceived quality of alternatives (β = -.25,
p <.001) was related to greater levels of relationship commitment. Commitment, in turn,
prospectively predicted women’s decision to end the relationship four months later (β = -.40, p
<.001; Edwards, Gidycz, & Murphy, 2014). Prospective research with college women further
indicates that women’s time two decisions to leave a relationship after 10 weeks were predicted
by less time one commitment (β = -.14, p <.05), less time one satisfaction (β = -.40, p <.001),
and less time one psychological distress (β = -.14, p <.01; Edwards, Gidycz, & Murphy, 2011).
As seen above, satisfaction at baseline had the largest effect in predicting whether relationships
persisted ten weeks later.
In longitudinal research, seventeen non-violent, heterosexual couples completed
questionnaires assessing each construct of the investment model. The study supported the use of
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the investment model in predicting relationship stability over time (i.e., one academic year;
Rusbult, 1983). The investment model has also been used to predict long-term (e.g., across 15
years) relationship stability. Bui, Peplau, and Hill (1996) conducted a study including 231
heterosexual dating couples. Participants were asked to assess each investment model variable
on a questionnaire. Relationship stability was assessed using a follow-up questionnaire 15 years
later. The study utilized path analyses to demonstrate support for Rusbult’s investment model
and demonstrated that satisfaction with, investments in, quality of alternatives to, and
commitment to the relationship were similar for both men and women (Bui, Peplau, & Hill,
1996). More recently, the investment model was used to predict relationship stability among
married couples. The longitudinal study included 3,627 married couples asked to complete
questionnaires including measures of each investment model construct. After 18 months,
couples were mailed a follow-up questionnaire assessing stability. Spouses’ satisfaction,
investments, and quality alternatives were unique predictors of commitment to their relationship,
and commitment predicted marital termination or stability 18 months later (Impett, Beals, &
Peplau, 2001).
The Investment Model in Relation to Risk Recognition
Extant literature on the investment model provides strong empirical support for its use in
predicting relationship stability and persistence over time. However, not much is known about
the investment model’s role in other relationship decisions (e.g., decisions on when to respond to
threat). Returning now to the issue of sexual assault, a significant number of female rapes are
perpetrated by their intimate partner (Breiding et al., 2014). Yet, many women choose not to
leave their relationship following abuse (e.g., Katz et al., 2006; Edwards et al., 2011), which
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places these women at increased risk for further assault. Research investigating the influence of
relationship-level factors implicated in the complex decision-making occurring at the time of an
assault, including women’s ability to detect risk and respond, may help inform prevention and
intervention efforts. It is possible that a woman’s level of investment in the relationship, and a
high level of commitment in particular, interferes with her ability to detect risk of future assault,
as well as risk for assault in the moment. The aim of this study was to provide support for the
hypothesis that greater commitment, along with other important relationship-level factors, would
delay women’s risk recognition for assault. Identifying which relationship level factors are the
most important in predicting risk recognition may be especially informative.
Using the investment model as theoretical grounding, this study sought to investigate
how commitment might influence women’s responses to the risk of sexual assault within
intimate relationships, while simultaneously considering factors such as relationship length and
previous violence exposure. The Marx and Gross (1995) audio task was used as a safe and
consistent analogue to study sexual assault within the relationship context. The Marx and Gross
(1995) audio task is a five minute audiotaped vignette of an interaction between a couple
“described as two college students who [are] in the man’s apartment after returning from a date
at the movies” (p. 455). The tape begins with consensual kissing, but escalates over time to
non-consensual touching against the woman’s verbal protests, and ends in rape. Typically,
participants are asked to listen to the recording and pause the tape “if and when the man should
refrain from making further sexual advances” (p. 457), thus providing a measure of response
latency (the elapsed time between beginning the audio task and pausing the audio task). The
recording was originally developed by Marx and Gross to study men’s response to perceived
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token resistance, but has also been used as a risk recognition task in research, with longer
response latencies indicating greater deficits in risk recognition among women (Marx, Calhoun,
Wilson, & Meyerson, 2001; Wilson, Calhoun, & Bernat, 1999).
In combination with what is known about the investment model and commitment, the
Marx and Gross (1995) audio task provides a methodological strategy to examine how women
respond to threatening sexual advances from their dating partner. As noted above, longer
latencies in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task may represent deficits in women’s risk
recognition. It is plausible that within the context of an ongoing committed relationship, women
may allow sexual advances from their partner to go on longer, as demonstrated by longer
response latency. In contrast, within the context of a less committed relationship, women may be
more likely to prohibit further sexual advances, resulting in shorter response latency.
Conceptually, women who are more committed to their relationship likely know and trust (a
component of relationship satisfaction) their partner more and may be less threatened by their
partner as compared to women who are less committed and know/trust their partner less.
Further, risk recognition may be poorer in relationships that have persisted for a longer period of
time, and in relationships that have persisted despite previous experiences with violence.
As stated previously, historical variables, like past victimization, may lead women to
develop normative expectations and attitudes about the world and their role in it, which in turn
influences their responses to sexual assault (Nurius and Norris, 1996). As such, it seems
important to pay attention to the historical variables (e.g., victimization history) women bring
into their relationships, as well as the individual differences in women’s attitudes about
relationships and sexual assault. Previous research has investigated the role of victimization
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history in relation to risk recognition and has demonstrated an important relationship. Prior
victimization seems to change the way women perceive risk in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio
task, such that women with a victimization history evidence a significant delay in risk
recognition compared to women who do not have a victimization history (Marx, Calhoun,
Wilson, & Meyerson, 2001; Messman-Moore & Brown, 2006; Wilson, Calhoun, & Bernat,
1999). Recalling the studies investigating risk recognition in relation to perpetrator identity (e.g.,
Faulkner et al., 2008; VanZile-Tamsen et al., 2005), it seems likely that delays in recognizing
threatening advances from an intimate partner may be even more significant for women with a
victimization history. In other words, women with a victimization history may be more
vulnerable to intimate partner sexual assault than women without a victimization history.
Notably, some researchers have argued that delays in risk recognition place women at higher risk
for sexual assault, while other researchers have argued that it is unassertive behavioral responses
that place women at higher risk for sexual assault (Gidycz, McNamara, & Edwards, 2006). In
truth, it is likely a combination of both.
Furthermore, Edwards and colleagues’ (2011) have investigated how historical variables
shape women’s perceptions of the investment model variables. The study employed a
prospective design investigating women’s decision to stay in violent relationships and
perceptions of the investment model at time 1 and 10 weeks later at time 2. The sample for this
study was derived from a larger sample including 506 college aged women, of which 446 (88%)
returned for a 10-week follow-up. Of the 446 participating in follow-up, 323 (72%) reported at
least one incident of sexual, physical, or psychological abuse in their current relationship at time
1. At time 2, 88% of these women reported they were still with their dating partners. This study

14
was limited by lumping all three forms of abuse together, which is problematic given that some
forms of violence are generally more severe than others. However, path analyses in this study
provided support for the investment model, as measured by the IMS (Rusbult, et al., 1998), in
predicting relationship persistence and also identified variables that influence perceptions of the
investment model constructs (Edwards et al., 2011). Specifically, the study found a significant
relationship between women’s history of childhood abuse and the amount of satisfaction
perceived by women in their current relationship, such that women abused in childhood reported
greater satisfaction with their relationships than non-abused women (Edwards et al., 2011).
Historical variables and individual difference variables may also play a role in women’s
intention to remain in violent relationships. Edwards, Kearns, Gidycz, and Calhoun (2012)
investigated individual differences and historical variables in predictions of relationship stability
between a victim and perpetrator. The study included 254 college age women who were
sexually assaulted by a friend, casual dating partner, or steady dating partner. The study
employed a cross-sectional survey design, and included measures of trauma symptoms (i.e.,
Trauma Symptoms Checklist; Briere & Runtz, 1989), childhood sexual victimization (i.e., The
Childhood Sexual Victimization Questionnaire; Finkelhor, 1979), and adolescent/adult
victimization (i.e., Sexual Experiences Survey; Koss & Gidycz, 1985). Results of this study
indicated that 75% of the relationships continued following the sexual assault (Edwards et al.,
2012). Logistic regression was used to predict relationship stability (i.e., continuation in the
relationship). Predictor variables included history of childhood sexual abuse, trauma
symptomatology, self-blame, perpetrator blame, severity of the assault, victim-perpetrator
relationship, previous consensual sex with the perpetrator, and disclosure of the assault.
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Specifically, greater trauma symptomatology, less perpetrator blame, and non-disclosure of the
assault by victims predicted relationship continuation with the perpetrator (Edwards et al., 2012).
Notably, the study also found that the odds of relationship stability were greater for women
without a history of childhood sexual abuse than women with a history of childhood sexual
abuse (Edwards et al., 2012).
Results from these two studies warrant the inclusion of historical variables and individual
difference variables in research utilizing the investment model to understand women’s decisions
in abusive relationships. Childhood victimization appears to play a significant role in the way
women perceive the investment model constructs (i.e., satisfaction, investment size, quality of
alternatives, and commitment), such that women with a victimization history perceive greater
satisfaction in their relationships (Edwards et al., 2011). Further, victimization history appears to
influence women’s decisions to stay in or terminate a relationship, such that women with a
victimization history report less relationship stability compared to non-victimized women
(Edwards et al., 2012). More research is needed to integrate and interpret these findings,
particularly the somewhat discrepant results in regard to the relationship between victimization
history, relationship satisfaction and relationship stability. Furthermore, it is unknown whether
adult victimization effects women’s perceptions and relationship decisions in a similar manner to
childhood victimization or not. As a starting point, this study investigated the relationship
between women’s victimization history, relationship commitment, and risk recognition.
As a unique contribution to the literature, this study also investigated the role of rape
myth acceptance, an individual difference variable, on perceptions of the investment model
constructs and in relation to women’s responses to sexual assault. Rape myth acceptance (RMA)

16
refers to the endorsement of false beliefs about rape, rape victims, and rape perpetrators (Burt,
1980; Burt & Albin, 1981). Examples of these myths are “husbands cannot rape their wives”,
“women enjoy rape”, and “women ask to be raped” (Edwards, Turchik, Dardis, Reynolds, &
Gidycz, 2011). Often rape is conceptualized as an event where a male stranger has sex with a
woman against her will and uses some degree of physical force to overcome the woman’s
resistance (Estrich, 1987; Anderson, 2007). When women’s rape experiences are inconsistent
with this conceptualization (e.g., the perpetrator is an intimate partner), they are less likely to
view their experience as rape (Kahn, Mathie, & Torgler, 1994; Peterson & Muehlenhard, 2004).
In the context of sexually abusive relationships, RMA may change the perception of
sexually threatening advances coming from one’s partner. Not only might individuals higher on
RMA be less likely to label unwanted sexual experiences, including rape, as such, but they may
also perceive their partner’s aggressive behavior as more acceptable. In fact, Suarez and Gadalla
(2010) found a positive association between women’s decision latency (i.e., the estimated time
for a woman to say no to unwanted sexual advances) and RMA. Given that endorsement of rape
myths can alter how sexually aggressive acts may be construed and responded to, including in
the context of an ongoing relationship, it was expected that higher RMA would be associated
with longer latency in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task.
The Current Study
This study examined the influence of personal- and relationship-level factors on women’s
risk recognition, within the context of risk for sexual assault from an intimate partner.
Using the investment model as theoretical grounding, the current study sought to advance the
literature by investigating how the investment model might affect women’s responses to the risk
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of sexual assault. The study began by measuring women’s degree of commitment to their
current dating partner. Participants were also asked to respond to the following instructions:
“For the next seven minutes, we would like for you to think about and describe your current
dating relationship. All relationships have a balance of positive and negative qualities; you can
focus on positive qualities, negative qualities, or both in describing your relationship.” After
writing about their relationship and completing the Investment Model Scale, participants were
asked to respond to the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task as if it were an interaction with their
intimate partner. Participants were asked to provide reactions to when the man in the audio had
gone too far. Following this response, participants were given the opportunity to listen to the
audio task in its entirety. Based on this methodology, the study investigated how commitment to
a current dating relationship might uniquely influence participants’ latency in the Marx and
Gross (1995) audio task, over and above other relationship-level factors. Women’s victimization
history and level of rape myth acceptance were also examined as predictors of risk recognition.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The investment model, specifically the construct of commitment, is utilized in crosssectional, prospective, and longitudinal research to predict women’s stay/leave decisions in both
non-abusive (Le & Agnew, 2003; Bui, Peplau, & Hill, 1996; Impett, Beals, & Peplau, 2001;
Rusbult, 1983) and abusive relationships (Edwards, Gidycz, & Murphy, 2011, 2014; Rhatigan &
Street, 2005; Rusbult & Martz, 1995). The investment model, to the author’s knowledge, has not
been used to investigate other relationship decisions. In the context of an ongoing, committed
relationship, it is plausible that women may actually perceive less threat from their partner as
he/she makes increasingly violent sexual advances (i.e., as time goes on in the Marx and Gross
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[1995] audio task). Further, women who have been with their partner for a longer period of time
likely have more familiarity and experience with him, which could also lead women to perceive
sexual advances as less threatening. Thus, the first hypothesis of the current study was as
follows:
Hypothesis 1: More time spent in a relationship and higher commitment scores would be
associated with longer response latencies in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task.
Prior victimization seems to play a role in the amount of satisfaction perceived in
women’s relationships (Edwards et al., 2011) and also appears to change the way women
perceive risk in sexually threatening situations (Marx, Calhoun, Wilson, & Meyerson, 2001;
Messman-Moore & Brown, 2006; Wilson, Calhoun, & Bernat, 1999). Thus, women with a
victimization history may evidence greater commitment to their relationship and demonstrate a
significant delay in recognizing sexually threatening behavior from their partner. Further,
previous research has found a positive association between RMA and the length of time it takes
for women to respond to and stop sexually threatening advances (Suarez & Gadalla, 2010).
Women higher in RMA are also less likely to conceptualize an experience as rape if it is not
consistent with a stereotypical conceptualization of rape (Peterson & Muehlenhard, 2004; Kahn
et al., 1994). Thus, the second hypothesis of the current study was:
Hypothesis 2a: Victimization history would be associated with longer response latencies
in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task.
Hypothesis 2b: Greater RMA would be associated with longer response latencies in the
Marx and Gross (1995) audio task.
This study also sought to examine which variables contribute most significantly to
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women’s risk recognition. Length of relationship, commitment, victimization history, and RMA
were used to determine which variables account for the most variance in risk recognition. Thus,
the third hypothesis of the current study was:
Hypothesis 3: Length of relationship and commitment would account for the most
variance in risk recognition. However, victimization history and RMA would remain significant
predictors in the model and add to the variance accounted for in response latency scores.
As a research question, this study explored whether or not commitment interacted with
victimization history to predict risk recognition. Though it was hypothesized that greater
commitment would be associated with longer response latencies, it seemed possible that this
relationship would be stronger for women with a previous victimization history. This idea was
examined post-hoc.

CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Participants
The sample consisted of 80 female participants who were currently involved in a
heterosexual dating relationship. Demographic data were missing for one participant. The
average age of the sample was 19.00 (SD = 1.58). With respect to race, 56.3% (n = 45) identified
as White, 36.3% (n = 29) identified as African American, 3.8% (n = 3) identified as Asian, and
2.5% (n = 2) identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native; racial categories were not
mutually exclusive. In terms of ethnicity, 10% (n = 8) identified as Hispanic or Latino. A
lifetime history of rape or attempted rape was reported by 37.5% (n = 30) of the sample. Table 1
displays the types of victimization reported by the sample.
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Table 1. Lifetime Experiences of Sexual Assault by Type (N = 80)
N

Percentage of Sample

Forced Oral Sex

12

15.00

Forced Vaginal Sex

15

18.75

Forced Anal Sex

3

00.04

Attempted Oral Sex

18

22.50

Attempted Vaginal Sex

16

20.00

Attempted Anal Sex

6

00.08

Note. Victimization experiences were not mutually exclusive.

Measures
Socio-demographics. Several questions inquired about participants’ socio-demographic
characteristics (e.g., age, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, relationship status, sexual
orientation) in an effort to determine the representativeness of the sample in comparison to the
larger university population (see Appendix J). Participants were also asked to report on the
length of their current relationship.
Commitment. The Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult et al., 1998) was utilized to
measure individuals’ commitment to their current relationship (see Appendix K). The IMS is a
25-item instrument designed to measure commitment and the three bases of dependence:
satisfaction level, investment size, and quality of alternatives. The scale is divided into four
subscales: 1) satisfaction level; 2) quality of alternatives; 3) investment size; and 4) commitment.
The satisfaction level, quality of alternatives, and investment size subscales contain one facet

22
item (i.e., concrete exemplars of each construct) and five global items (i.e., general measures of
each construct). Facet items appear in each of these subscales as a technique to prepare
participants to answer global level items by activating thoughts about each of the constructs and
providing concrete illustrations of each construct. Facet-level items are not usually included in
the analysis, or in interpretation of participants’ scores on each of the subscales. The facet item
for satisfaction level is “My partner fulfills my needs for companionship (doing things together,
enjoying each other’s company, etc.)” and an exemplar global item is “Our relationship makes
me very happy”. The commitment subscale does not include facet level items and is composed
of seven global items. Global items are rated on a scale from 0 to 8, such that 0=Do Not Agree
At All and 8=Agree Completely. The global items are summed to create a score for each
subscale (i.e., satisfaction score, investment scores, quality of alternatives score, commitment
score). Higher scores on each subscale represent higher amounts of each construct (e.g., a higher
score on the satisfaction subscale represents more satisfaction). This study used the sum of
scores from the commitment subscale only.
In previous research, reliability analyses revealed good internal consistency for the global
items measuring each scale, with alphas ranging from .91 to .95 for commitment level, .92 to .95
for satisfaction level, .82 to .88 for quality of alternatives, and .82 to .84 for investment size
(Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). Factor analyses demonstrated independence of items
designed to measure each of the Investment Model constructs and inter-factor correlations
demonstrated predicted patterns of associations with each other, such that commitment is
positively correlated with satisfaction level (rs for studies 1, 2, and 3 = .84, .75, .75; p < .01) and
investment size (rs for studies 1, 2, and 3 = .35, .55, .54; p < .01) and negatively correlated with
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quality of alternatives (rs for studies 1, 2, and 3 = -.46, -.42, -.45; p < .01; Rusbult, Martz, &
Agnew, 1998). For the current sample, the commitment subscale demonstrated good internal
consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = .86).
Response Latency. Participants were asked to listen and respond to the Marx and Gross
(1995) audio task. The Marx and Gross (1995) audio task is an audiotaped portrayal of a man
and woman engaging in sexual activity. The total duration of the audio is 5 minutes and 30
seconds. The couple is typically described as two college students who just returned to the
man’s apartment following a date at the movies. The audio begins with consensual kissing,
which soon escalates to non-consensual touching and ends in a completed rape. Marx and Gross
recommend notifying participants at the beginning of the audio task that they will be able to
listen to the interaction in its entirety, as curiosity about how the interaction will end may lead to
longer response latencies.
Unfortunately, to the author’s knowledge, no data exists establishing the validity and
reliability of the Marx and Gross (1995) audio vignette with women. However, several lines of
research in the literature have utilized the Marx and Gross (1995) audio as a risk-recognition task
with women; though it’s validity in this domain has not been thoroughly investigated (e.g.,
Anderson & Cahill, 2014; Messman-Moore & Brown, 2006; Wilson, Calhoun, & Bernat, 1999).
Despite the lack of empirical evidence with women, the validity and reliability of the Marx and
Gross (1995) audio task for men is reviewed below.
Bernat, Stolp, Calhoun, and Adams (1997) explored the construct validity and test-retest
reliability of the Marx and Gross (1995) audio vignette with male undergraduate students. The
authors concluded that the script for the Marx and Gross (1995) audio exhibits both convergent
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and discriminant validity, as well as test-retest reliability (Bernat, Stolp, Calhoun, & Adams,
1997). Convergent validity was examined by correlating decision latency with measures of
perpetrated sexual aggression, including the Sexual Experiences Survey- Perpetration (Koss,
Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987) and the Aggressive Sexual Behavior Inventory (Mosher &
Anderson, 1986). The Pearson product-moment correlations revealed significant positive
associations between latency and sexually aggressive behavior ranging from r = .31-.39, p < .01.
Convergent validity was also demonstrated with respect to measures of attitudes supporting
sexual aggression, including the Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence scale (r = .20-.21, p < .05;
Burt, 1980), and the Calloused Sexual Beliefs (CSB) subscale of the Hypermasculinity Inventory
(r = .26-.38, p < .01; Mosher & Sirkin, 1984). Discriminant validity was examined by
correlating decision latency with social desirability using the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), with a non-significant negative Pearson productmoment correlation between latency and social desirability (r = -.08, p > .05). Test-retest
reliability was assessed over a two-week interval and the Pearson product-moment correlation
evidenced high temporal stability across time (r = .86, p < .0001).
Victimization History. Participants were asked to report on their experiences with
sexual violence on the Sexual Experiences Survey (SES)-Short Form Victimization (Koss,
Abbey, Campbell, Cook, Norris, Testa, Ullman, West, & White, 2007; see Appendix M). The
SES utilizes behaviorally specific language and includes items that meet the legal definition of
sex crimes (e.g., unwanted forced penetration) as well as items along the assault spectrum, such
as verbal coercion and unwanted sexual contact. Items 1-7 of the survey estimate the frequency
of different types of unwanted sexual victimization as well as the tactics used by the perpetrator
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to compel unwanted sex (e.g., Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight,
pinning my arms, or having a weapon). The survey asks participants to indicate the frequency of
unwanted sexual victimization and perpetrator tactics on a scale of 0 to 3 or more within the last
year and since the age of 14. The scale asks participants to indicate if any of the experiences
described in the survey have happened to them more than once and asks participants to identify
the sex of the perpetrator(s). Finally, the survey includes a forced choice question asking
participants to indicate if they have ever been raped. The original scale demonstrated good
internal consistency and test-retest reliability (Koss & Gidycz, 1985). Internal consistency of the
items was α =.74 for women (Koss & Gidycz, 1985). Test-retest reliability was assessed in both
males and females across an interval of one week. The mean item agreement across
administrations of the scale was 93% (Koss & Gidycz, 1985). In the current study, participants
were divided into groups of victims (women who endorsed a history of sexual victimization on
the SES) and non-victims (women who did not endorse a history of sexual victimization on the
SES). For the current sample, the scale demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alpha = .91).
Rape Myth Acceptance. Participants were asked to report on their level of RMA on the
Acceptance of Modern Myths about Sexual Aggression Scale (AMMSA; Gerger, Kley, Bohner,
& Siebler, 2007; see Appendix N). The measure consists of 30 items that assess contemporary
myths about sexual violence. Participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement with
each statement on a scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). The scores were
summed across the 30 items, with higher scores indicating greater endorsement of rape myths.
The scale was validated with both German and English samples; internal consistency for the 30
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items in the original sample was above α = .90 for both samples. The AMMSA has been shown
to correlate with RMA as assessed by the Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance scale (r = .80, p < .01;
Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999) and hostile sexism (r = .80, p < .01; Glick & Fiske, 1996)
indicating good convergent validity and was uncorrelated with an impression management scale
(r = -.06, p > .05; Paulhus, 1998) evidencing discriminant validity. For the current sample, the
AMMSA demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = .89).
Procedure
Introductory psychology students read the study description and signed up for the study
through an online sign-up system (i.e., SONA Systems) (see Appendix A for the study
description). Interested participants signed up for a time to come into the laboratory and
completed the study in a private area within the research laboratory. All study measures were
completed on a computer via an online secure survey platform (Qualtrics).
Upon arrival to the laboratory, participants were greeted by a research assistant, who
remained in the laboratory for the duration of the study. Participants were seated at a computer
in a private area and were presented with a hard copy of the informed consent form. The
research assistant reviewed the informed consent form with participants before signing, including
information about the study, confidentiality, potentional risks and benefits of participating,
estimated time for completion, format for data presentation in future manuscripts or
presentations, and the contact information for the researchers and the NIU Office of Research
Compliance (see Appendix B).
After completing the informed consent, the research assistant assisted participants in
accessing the online survey platform on the lab computer. After completing the socio-
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demographics questionnaire, participants completed the IMS. Upon completion of the IMS,
participants completed a seven minute writing activity where they were given the following
instructions, “For the next seven minutes, we would like for you to think about and describe your
current dating relationship. All relationships have a balance of positive and negative qualities;
you can focus on positive qualities, negative qualities, or both in describing your relationship.”
Following the writing task, the research assistant gave participants headphones and informed her
that she would be listening to an audio task. The research assistant then opened a program on the
computer called “Audio Research Timer” and loaded the Marx and Gross (1995) audio file. The
timer was developed by Pat Reilly at the University of Wisconsin Milwaukee; permission to use
the program was secured from both Pat and the university.
The research assistant gave participants the context of the recording by saying, “This is a
recording of an interaction between a couple, Tanya and James, please imagine you are Tanya
and your current boyfriend is James. You have just returned from a date to your boyfriend’s
house”. Next, the research assistant asked the participants to: “Think about your current
relationship; the one you just wrote about. Imagine yourself being in that relationship. Try to
picture what the relationship is like and how you would respond if put in the situation you will be
listening to. It is extremely important that you try to imagine that this is really happening to
you”.
Participants were then given the following instructions: “Your task is to listen to the
situation and signal, by pressing the button “response” on the screen, if you feel that [your
boyfriend] should stop his advances. Simply press the button one time, if you feel [your
boyfriend] should stop his advances. If you press the button, the tape will pause. If you press
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the button, please let me know. If you do not press the button, please let me know when the
audio is finished. After you have alerted me, we will complete some additional questions”
(adapted from Anderson & Cahill, 2014). Once participants stopped the audio task they were
asked to provide information about their verbal and non-verbal response to the situation.
Following this response, participants were able to resume the audio task and listen to it in its
entirety, with the option to discontinue at anytime if they became uncomfortable. Note, though
use of the names “Tanya” and “James” may have impacted participants’ interpretation and/or
response to the task, it was unavoidable given that the names are used throughout the Marx and
Gross (1995) audio task.
Participants completed the remaining surveys, including the SES-Short Form (Koss et al.,
2007) and the AMMSA (Gerger et al., 2007) through the online survey platform. Participants
were debriefed by the research assistant and given a debriefing form that provided local and
national resources regarding sexual assault and mental health. Participants were informed that
the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task is a hypothetical situation and that nonconsensual sexual
activity is never acceptable (see Appendices C and D). In the case that participants had further
questions or concerns, the research assistant reminded participants of the contact information for
the principal investigator, her research mentor, and NIU’s Office of Research Compliance. The
entire study took participants about one hour to complete.
Data Analysis Plan
Power Analysis. A power analysis was performed a priori using G*Power. The study
aimed to be conservative in expected effect sizes. Thus, a small to medium effect size was
anticipated. Using .30 for an anticipated effect size, the power analysis revealed that sufficient
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power to detect effects in the hierarchical linear regression model with four predictors (as
outlined in hypothesis (3) could be achieved with 55 participants. However, a total sample of 80
was targeted for recruitment to account for possible noise in the data.
Hypothesis Testing. Using SPSS, three linear regression analyses were performed. To
test the hypothesis that length of relationship and commitment is significantly associated with
response latency, response latency was regressed on both length of relationship and commitment
scores. It was anticipated that a significant, positive Beta weight would be observed for both
variables. To test the hypotheses that victimization history and RMA is associated with response
latency, response latency was regressed on victimization history (dichotomized as “yes” = 1 or
“no” = 0) and RMA scores in separate analyses. It was anticipated that positive, significant Beta
weights would be observed for both victimization history and RMA scores. To test the final
hypothesis, response latency was regressed on predictor variables in two blocks. The first block
included length of relationship and commitment scores, while the second block included
victimization history and RMA scores. A significant R2 change would provide evidence of
additional variance accounted for by Block 2 in the model.
To examine the research question, an interaction term was created by multiplying
victimization history (“yes” = 1, “no” = 0) by commitment scores. Response latency was then
regressed on victimization history, commitment scores, and the interaction term.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Data Cleaning
Data were cleaned and prepared for analysis by examining missing data, checking for
skew and kurtosis of variables, and examining whether any assumptions for statistical analyses
had been violated. Missing data were managed on a case by case basis. Data were screened for
linear outliers using descriptive statistics, histograms, and box plots. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test was used to determine normality of the sampling distribution. Length of relationship, D(74)
= .16, p < .001, and commitment scores, D(74) = .24, p < .001, were both significantly nonnormal. Length of relationship displayed a positively skewed distribution (skewness= 1.97,
standard error= .27), as well as two outlying scores. Length of relationship was transformed
using a log transformation to account for the skewed distribution (skewness = -.57, standard error
= .27) and to remedy the outlying scores; the transformed variable was used in the following
analyses. The boxplot for commitment displayed one outlying score (x = 8). The following
transformation did not remedy the outlying score. As such, the score was changed and replaced
with the next highest score plus one (x = 28; Field, 2009). Commitment displayed a negatively
skewed distribution (skewness = -1.06, standard error = .27). According to Tabachnick and
Fidell (2013), the best strategy for negative skewness is to reflect the variable, apply the
transformation, and then re-reflect the transformed variable. As such, commitment was
transformed using a reflected log transformation and then re-reflected to account for the skewed
distribution (skewness = -.14, standard error = .27); the transformed variable was used in the
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following analyses. Rape myth acceptance scores, D(74) = .07, p = .20, were normally
distributed and did not display significant skewness (skewness = 0.82, standard error = .27). All
independent variables were mean centered. A histogram, along with statistics for skewness and
kurtosis, were examined to determine if the dependent variable, response latency, was normally
distributed. The data displayed a positively skewed distribution (skewness = 1.28, standard error
= .27). Latency was transformed using a log transformation to account for the skewed
distribution (skewness = .42, standard error = .27); the transformed variable was used in the
following analyses. Table 2 and Table 3 include descriptive statistics of, and zero-order
correlations between, the untransformed and transformed study variables, respectively.

Table 2. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Untransformed Study Variables
(N = 80)
Variables

1

1. Length of Relationship

1

2..

.154

mmitment

2

3

4

5

1

3.. V timization History

-.008

-.098

4.. Ra

-.214

.026

.252*

-.090

-.138

-.088

-.216

M

22.362

49.038

.380

92.200

139.668

SD

21.594

8.367

.488

22.398

56.994

5..

Myth Acceptance

sk Recognition

1

* Cor elation is significant at the p < .05 level (2-tailed).

1
1
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Table 3. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Transformed Study Variables (N
= 80)
5
Variables
1
2
3
4
1. Length of Relationship

1

2. Commitment

.181

1

3. Victimization History

-.085

-.140

4. Rape Myth Acceptance

-.141

.009

5. Risk Recognition

-.124

-.125

-.080

-.222

M

1.122

1.870

.379

92.200

2.113

SD

.506

.536

.488

22.398

.161

1
.252*

* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 level (2-tailed).

1
1
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Hypothesis 1. In order to determine if length of relationship and higher commitment
scores were associated with longer response latencies in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task, a
multiple regression was run. The independent variables were length of relationship, measured in
months, and the sum of commitment scores from the IMS. The dependent variable was risk
recognition, operationalized as response latency, and measured in seconds. The results of the
regression indicate that the two predictors explained 2.6% of the variance (R2 = .026, F(2, 76) =
1.002, p = .372). It was found that neither length of relationship (β = -.105, t(76) = -.889, p =
.372) nor commitment (β = -.106, t(76) = -.912, p = .365) significantly predicted risk recognition.
Hypothesis 2a. A linear regression was run in order to determine if victimization history
was associated with longer response latencies in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task. The
independent variable was victimization history, dichotomized as victim and non-victim. The
dependent variable was risk recognition, operationalized as response latency, and measured in
seconds. The results of the regression indicated that the predictor explained .6% of the variance
(R2 = .006, F(1, 77) = .487, p = .487); victimization history did not significantly predict risk
recognition (β = -.08, t(77) = -.698, p = .487).
Hypothesis 2b. In order to determine if RMA was associated with longer response
latencies in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task a linear regression was run. The independent
variable was the sum of RMA responses as measured by the AMMSA. The dependent variable
was risk recognition, operationalized as response latency, and measured in seconds. The results
of the regression indicated that the predictor explained 4.9% of the variance (R2 = .049, F(1, 73)
= 3.728, p = .057); RMA did not significantly predict risk recognition (β = -.222, t(73) = -1.931,
p = .057), although the relationship was trending toward significance.
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Hypothesis 3. A two-step hierarchical multiple regression was conducted with response
latency as the dependent variable. Length of relationship, measured in months, and the sum of
commitment responses, were entered in step one of the regression. Victimization history,
dichotomized as victim and non-victim, and the sum of RMA were entered in step two. The
results indicated that at step one, length of relationship and commitment did not contribute
significantly to the model, F(2, 73) = .961, p = .388, and accounted for 2.6% of the variation in
response latency. The addition of victimization history and RMA to the model explained an
additional 6.0% of variation in response latency. This R2 change was not significant, F(4, 73) =
1.627, p = .177. Together the four variables accounted for 8.6% of the variance in response
latency. Results of this analysis are displayed in Table 4.

Table 4. Hierarchical Regression Predicting Risk Recognition (N = 73)
Predictor

B

SE(B)

β

t

p

Step 1
Length of Relationship

-.034

.038

-.105

-.880

.382

Commitment

-.032

.036

-.106

-.893

.375

Step 2
Length of Relationship

-.045

.038

-.141

-1.193

.237

Commitment

-.033

.036

-.109

-.921

.360

Rape Myth Acceptance

-.002

.001

-.230

-1.920

.059

Victimization History

-.016

.040

-.049

-.408

.685

R2

ΔR2

.026

.026

.086

.060
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Post Hoc Analysis
To examine whether commitment interacted with victimization history to predict risk
recognition, a moderation analysis using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2013) was conducted.
The independent variables were the sum of commitment responses and victimization history,
dichotomized as victim and non-victim. The dependent variable was risk recognition,
operationalized as response latency, and measured in seconds. The interaction term did not
explain a significant increase in variance in response latency, ΔR2 = .0009, F(1, 73) = .0647, p =
.80. Thus, victimization history did not moderate the relationship between commitment and
response latency. Results of this analysis are displayed in Table 5.

Table 5. Conditional Effects of Victimization History on Risk Recognition (N = 73)
Predictor

β

SE(B)

T

p

CI

Model

ΔR2

.024

Commitment

-.048

.044

-1.083

.282

-.137-.404

Victimization History

-.028

.039

-.718

.475

-.106-.050

Commitment X

.019

.074

.254

.800

-.128-.165

Victimization History

R2

.0009
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
This study examined the influence of personal- and relationship-level variables on
women’s ability to detect risk of sexual assault from an intimate partner. Using the investment
model as theoretical grounding, the study sought to advance the literature by investigating how
relationship commitment might affect women’s responses to the risk of sexual assault
perpetrated by an intimate partner. The study began by measuring women’s length of time spent
in their current dating relationship and degree of commitment to their dating partner.
Participants were asked to take the perspective of the female in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio
task, and respond as if the situation was really happening to them. They were asked to determine
when they believed the man in the audio (i.e., imagining the man as their partner) should stop his
advances. Based on this methodology, the study investigated how time spent in a relationship
and commitment to a current dating relationship might uniquely influence participants’ latency in
the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task. Women’s victimization history and level of rape myth
acceptance were also examined as predictors of risk recognition. Study hypotheses were not
supported. Explanations for the null results found in this study are explored below.
Extant literature on the investment model provides strong empirical support for its use in
predicting relationship stability and persistence over time (e.g., Impett, Beals, & Peplau, 2001;
Le & Agnew, 2003; Rhatigan & Street, 2005; Edwards et al., 2014). In particular, relationship
commitment is one of the largest and most significant predictors of women’s decisions to stay in
or leave a relationship (e.g., Le & Agnew, 2003; Edwards et al., 2014). As such, relationship
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commitment seems to play a large role in women’s long-term decisions about their relationships.
However, little is known about how commitment and other relationship-level factors, such as
time spent in the relationship, might influence in-the-moment, situational decisions. The current
study investigated a specific in-the-moment, situational decision concerning when to respond to
threat of sexual assault; this decision was conceptualized as risk recognition. In general, this
study did not find sufficient evidence to support the idea that commitment, nor other
relationship-level factors, such as time spent in the relationship, had significant impact on
women’s risk recognition abilities. Though commitment appears to be a good indicator of
women’s long-term relationship decisions, it is plausible that in-the-moment, situational
decisions are not influenced by commitment. More work is needed to explicate the intricacies
involved in women’s in-the-moment, situational relationship decisions, especially when
confronted with threatening partner behaviors.
Alternatively, the sample used in this study endorsed relatively high levels of relationship
commitment, which may characterize what is commonly referred to as the “honeymoon phase”
or “infatuation stage” of intimate relationships. Early stages of intimate relationships are often
associated with euphoria, intense focused attention on the relationship, obsessive thinking about
one’s partner, emotional dependency on and craving for emotional union with one’s partner, and
increased energy (Fisher, 1998; Aron et al., 2005). It is possible that the early stages of intimate
relationships interfere with women’s ability to think that things could go wrong. Indeed research
suggests that satisfying, stable relationships are marked by partners’ ability to see flaws or
imperfections in idealized ways, and that these positive illusions persist even in the face of
conflicts and doubts (Murray & Holmes, 1993, 1997; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996). As
long as partners are positively perceived, individuals seek to invest more in the relationship, and

38
thus maintain a sense of security in the relationship (Swami & Funham, 2008). Although
research suggests there are several positive outcomes associated with these positive illusions in
relationships (e.g., relationship satisfaction, relationship maintenance and persistence), negative
outcomes associated with these positive illusions have not yet been examined empirically
(Swami et al., 2012). Still, it is possible that positive illusions, characteristic of relationships in
the early stage, blind women from negative events that could occur. As such, the null results
found in this study could be interpreted as the manifested effect of positive illusions. Although
no quantitative data were collected, several women stated to the experimenters that their partner
would never behave like the man in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio. Participants’ inability to
imagine the occurrence of negative experiences within their own relationships may have
impeded their ability to respond to the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task. However, more
research is needed to investigate the relationship between positive illusions and negative
relationship outcomes.
Another comment made by the women who participated in this study involved their
difficulty in perspective taking during the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task. Several
participants commented that it was difficult to imagine being in the situation they listened to.
There are several reasons this difficulty in perspective taking may have occurred. In general,
taking another person’s perspective seems to increase self-referential neural processing in the
ventromedial prefrontal cortex; an area also associated with introspection about one’s personality
characteristics or attitudes and preferences (Kelley et al., 2002; Mitchell, Macrae, & Banaji,
2006; Ames, Jenkins, Banaji & Mitchell, 2008). Researchers suggest that the act of perspective
taking creates cognitive representations of others that overlap substantially with one’s own self-
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representations (Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996). In other words, there seems to be a
cognitive merging of self and other involved in perspective taking. Additionally, research on
perspective taking recognizes two distinct forms of perspective taking, each with unique
emotional consequences. Imagining how another would feel in an upsetting situation (imagine
other) evokes empathy, while imagining how you would feel in an upsetting situation (imagine
self) evokes empathy and personal distress (Batson, Early, & Salvarani, 1997). In the current
study, the instructions given to participants prior to listening to the Marx and Gross (1995) audio
task were intended to evoke the “imagine self” type of perspective taking. However, it is
possible that participants were unable to merge self-and-other in the situation they listened to,
and may have approached the task with the “imagine other” type of perspective taking, which
poses a major methodological limitation.
The instructions used in this study also asked participants to imagine their partner in the
situation. Thus, participants were also asked to merge partner-and-other. Decety and
Sommerville (2003) argue that perspective taking, in general, involves a complex coordination of
self and other mental representations that require a host of executive functions (e.g., inhibition,
coordination, planning, attentional flexibility). In particular, the researchers argue that executive
inhibition is required to suppress the powerful and influential self-perspective in favor of another
perspective, thus allowing the cognitive flexibility needed to imagine others (Decety &
Sommerville, 2003). It is possible that the task involved in this study required too much
cognitive effort. Thus, the type of perspective taking employed by participants, as well as the
number of perspectives that participants were asked to take, may be large contributors to the null
effects found in this study.
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In addition, Lamm, Batson, and Decety (2007) explored the role of cognitive appraisal in
perspective taking. In their study, participants observed the faces of patients in pain as a result of
medical treatment. Participants were randomly assigned to the “imagine other” or “imagine self”
types of perspective taking. The researchers then manipulated cognitive appraisal by providing
information about whether or not a medical treatment had been successful. Behavioral measures
demonstrated that the type of perspective taking, as well as information about treatment
effectiveness, influenced participants’ emotional response to the observed pain. Further,
hemodynamic differences in brain activity were also observed via fMRI and were significantly
related to the type of perspective taking and treatment effectiveness information. As such,
cognitive appraisal appears to play a role during perspective taking. This is important because
participants’ cognitive appraisal(s) of the situation they listened to during this study may have
affected their ability to “imagine self” in the situation. Participants’ appraisal of the actors (e.g.,
language use, accents) may be one barrier in perspective taking; especially considering the audio
is over twenty years old. Future research may want to develop a newer, updated version of the
Marx and Gross (1995) audio task. Participants’ attitudes about sexual assault and victims may
also play a role. Acceptance of rape myths is highly related to victim blame (r = .76; Gerger et
al., 2007). It is possible that participants’ cognitive appraisal of the situation and the
woman’s/man’s behavior could have triggered victim blaming attitudes, which may have made it
more difficult to adopt the “imagine self” type of perspective taking.
Use of the “imagine other” type of perspective taking, along with cognitive appraisal,
may explain the trending relationship between rape myth acceptance and risk recognition. While
it was hypothesized that rape myth acceptance would be associated with longer latencies in the
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Marx and Gross (1995) audio task (i.e., worse risk recognition), the trending result from this
study showed an unexpected, negative relationship between rape myth acceptance and risk
recognition. In other words, endorsement of rape myths was associated with shorter latencies in
the Marx and Gross (1995) audio (i.e., better risk recognition). Participants’ use of the “imagine
other” type of perspective taking, along with cognitive appraisals of blame toward the victim,
which would be associated with greater rape myth acceptance, could account for the unexpected
relationship between rape myth acceptance and risk recognition. The defensive attribution
hypothesis (Shaver, 1970) suggests that people blame the victim of a negative event based on
how similar they perceive themselves to be to the victim (personal relevance), and on how likely
they could be in a similar situation (situational relevance; Mason, Riger, & Foley, 2004). It is
plausible that the merging of self-and-other in the “imagine self” type of perspective taking could
result in less victim blame due to personal relevance, whereas the “imagine other” type of
perspective taking could result in more victim blame due to less personal relevance. If so, rape
myth acceptance might intensify or strengthen this relationship. Furthermore, if participants
were unable to “imagine self” in the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task, the situation may not
have evoked situational relevance. As such participants may have approached the task in the
following manner, “I would never be in this type of situation, but I can certainly tell you when
this other woman should have stopped the man from making further sexual advances.” Overall,
the type of perspective taking in relation to victim blame and rape myth acceptance poses an
interesting direction for future research.
The null relationship between victimization history and risk recognition was another
unexpected result of this study. The literature is somewhat mixed regarding the relationship
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between victimization history and deficits in risk recognition. Gidycz and colleagues (2006)
reviewed several studies that found evidence of a relationship between victimization history and
risk recognition. However, these studies were largely retrospective in nature, and it remains
unclear whether differences in risk recognition between victims and non-victims proceeded, or
are the consequence of, victimization (Gidycz et al., 2006). Still, other studies reviewed by
Gidycz and colleagues (2006) suggest that victimized women do not possess deficits in risk
recognition. These studies suggest that victimization may be more related to women’s
behavioral responses to risk versus their ability to recognize risk in a lab-based task. Several
studies identified a relationship between victimization and women responding less assertively
and using less direct methods of resistance in risky situations (Gidycz et al., 2006). More
research is needed to understand the relationship between risk recognition, behavioral responses
to risk, and victimization.
A prominent limitation of the current study was non-normality of the data. Considering
normality is an important assumption of several statistical techniques, the skew observed across
variables in this study presents a major concern. Transformations are often applied as a way to
remedy outliers and address issues of non-normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity, but not all
statisticians recommend this technique (Field, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). According to
Field (2009), data transformations change the hypotheses being tested. For example, when using
a log transformation and comparing means, the comparison changes from comparing arithmetic
means to comparing geometric means. In addition, Grayson (2004) agues that transformations
have obvious implications for interpretation, such that the construct is no longer the same one as
was originally measured in the study. For example, in the current study, the construct “sum of
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commitment” measured by the IMS is not the same as the “reflected log transformed sum of
commitment.” In this case, interpretation moves from interpreting the relationship between sum
of commitment and response latency, to interpreting the relationship between the reflected log
transformed sum of commitment and log transformed response latency.
Range restriction was another major limitation of the data. Skew limits variability and
restricts one’s ability to observe behaviors and attitudes across a continuum. For instance, most
of the relationships observed in this study were rather short in duration, which limits the study’s
ability to look at the full impact of relationship length. In fewer words, this observation is only
one slice of a whole pie. Restriction in range also changes what is actually being observed in the
data. In this study, what was observed and tested was whether small changes in relationship
length among women early in dating relationships impacts risk recognition.
Related to the last point, results of this study are also limited in their generalizability.
The sample used in this study consisted of young women in college. Women who are older
likely have more experience in relationships than younger women. For many of the women
involved in this study, their current relationship may be their first relationship. Unfortunately,
the number of previous relationships reported by participants was not measured in this study.
Nevertheless, it is plausible that inexperience in relationships could interfere with participants’
ability to imagine their response to negative events that sometimes occur in relationships. In
addition, women in college may have more exposure to information about sexual assault as part
of sexual assault prevention programs implemented by universities. In general, sexual assault
prevention programs increase awareness of sexual assault and provide information about risk
reduction strategies in an effort to reduce victimization rates on college campuses (e.g., Rothman
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& Silverman, 2007; Vladutiu, Martin, & Macy, 2010). It is plausible that women who have been
to college and who have participated in sexual assault prevention programs differ in their
response to the Marx and Gross (1995) audio task than women who have never been to college
and have no exposure to this type of programming.
The manner in which risk recognition was assessed in the current study poses another
limitation and important direction for future research. Although the Marx and Gross (1995)
audio task has been used in previous research as a proxy to measure women’s ability to detect
risk of sexual assault (e.g., Anderson & Cahill, 2014; Messman-Moore & Brown, 2006; Wilson,
Calhoun, & Bernat, 1999), research has not investigated what constitutes good risk recognition
as measured by this task. As such, an average latency of 139 seconds may represent sufficient
risk recognition ability for one researcher and poor risk recognition ability for another researcher.
Future work should focus on establishing objective ranges for adaptive and maladaptive risk
recognition ability as a way to mitigate subjective interpretation of the results.
Additionally, it remains unclear what the Marx and Gross (1995) task really measures.
As stated above, the task is used in research to measure women’s ability to detect risk, yet the
task has not been empirically established as a reliable and valid measure of risk recognition
ability. This is important considering the Marx and Gross (1995) audio was originally developed
to investigate men’s responses to token resistance. As such, the audio seems particularly well
suited to measure when men believe the man in the audio should stop further sexual advances.
For women, however, this task may not reflect lived experiences with sexual aggression. If this
audio were to be revised for future work, it seems important to develop the audio from the
female perspective versus the male perspective.
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Further, the literature seems to assume that risk recognition is an objective construct, and
that women either exhibit deficits in risk recognition or not. Yet, research has not established
objective norms for risk recognition ability. Additionally, research has not investigated the
stability of risk recognition ability across situations. Future research would benefit from creating
a paradigm in which participants listen to and respond to multiple situations, some with risk and
some without, as a way to establish the stability of risk recognition ability across different
situations. Future work should also consider longitudinal investigation of risk recognition, as
measured in the above manner, as a way to establish reliability of the construct and predictive
validity.
Furthermore, one cannot assume that participants’ response to a hypothetical situation
aligns with their response to a real-life situation. Relationships are inherently dyadic, and one
particularly interesting direction for future research could assess both partners’ response to the
Marx and Gross (1995) audio task as a way to investigate discrepancies between male and
female partners. Sex-role stereotyping theory claims that men and women are socialized to
assume set roles and behavior in male-female sexual interactions (e.g., men should initiate sexual
relationship and women should act as gatekeeper to control how much sexual activity occurs;
Weis & Borges, 1973l; Mason, Riger, & Foley, 2004). Discrepancy in male and female beliefs
about when a man should refrain from further sexual advances may provide useful information
about sexual assaults occurring in the context of intimate relationships.
This study sought to examine the influence of personal- and relationship-level factors on
women’s ability to detect risk of sexual assault from an intimate partner. The study investigated
how time spent in a relationship and commitment to a current dating relationship might uniquely
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influence risk recognition. Women’s victimization history and level of rape myth acceptance
were also examined as predictors of risk recognition. Study results were largely null. Future
research on this topic would benefit from consideration of the theoretical and methodological
limitations that may have led to the null findings.
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Interactions in Relationships
Brief description: (NIU students receive 2 credits)
Participants must be FEMALE and CURRENTLY INVOLVED IN A HETEROSEXUAL
DATING RELATIONSHIP to participate. The study will assess perceptions of relationships and
responses to negative events that may occur during a relationship. Personal beliefs about
violence and personal experiences of violence will also assesssed. Participants will receive 2
course credits for participating.

Detailed description:
Participants in this single-session in-person laboratory study will be asked to report on their
perceptions of their current dating relationship, and to respond to a hypothetical interaction
between themselves and their partner. They will also be asked to report on their experiences with
violence, their beliefs about violence, and their socio-demographic characteristics (e.g., age,
race). This study will take approximately 1 hour to complete. Participants will be scheduled in
small groups and responses will be confidential. Participants will receive 2 course credits in
exchange for participating.
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Principal Investigator:
Faculty Advisor:

Jennifer Milliken, B.A.
Michelle M. Lilly, Ph.D.

Project Title:

Interactions in Relationships

Project Description:

You are being asked to volunteer for a research study titled
Interactions in Relationships. This study is being conducted at
Northern Illinois University. The coordinating Principal
Investigator (PI) in charge of this study is Jennifer Milliken, B.A.
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the influence of
relationship characteristics on people’s experience with negative
events that sometimes occur in relationships. The study will also
evaluate people’s experiences with violence and attitudes towards
violence.
You are being asked to participate in this study because you are 18
years of age or older and are enrolled in a psychology course at
NIU. Your participation will consist of reporting on perceptions of
your relationship. During your participation you will be asked to
listen to an audio recording of a dating interaction, which you may
find disturbing. A brief interview (1-2 questions) will be conducted
asking you how you would respond to this dating interaction. Your
response will be audio recorded to ensure accurate transcription.
You will also complete measures of your personal attitudes
towards, and experiences with, violence. You will also be asked to
provide information about your own symptoms of stress that
sometimes follow upsetting life events. You will also report on
your personal demographic characteristics (e.g., gender,
relationship status, race). These surveys will be administered
through a secure online survey system. Participation in this study is
estimated to take approximately 1 hour. Participation will be
completed in a single laboratory session.

Risks:

The potential risks and/or discomforts you could experience during
this study include discomfort in thinking about previous
experiences that you may have had. The study is unlikely to result
in any undue distress, but if you become upset during the
assessment, you may refuse to answer any questions or cease
participation at any time. You are encouraged to skip any questions
that you do not wish to answer. Further, you can discontinue
listening to the audio recording of the dating interaction at any
time. Should the need for crisis management or mental health
services arise, you may contact national agencies, including People
Against Rape (PAR; 1-800-877-7252), Rape, Abuse, Incest
National Network (RAINN; 1-800-656-4673), Suicide Prevention
Hotline (1-800-273-8255) or the National Alliance on Mental
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Illness (NAMI; 1-800-950-6264). Therapists at the Counseling
Center: (815) 753-1206 are available for crisis management, and
Dr. Lilly and therapists at the Psychological Services Center may
also be of assistance with respect to a referral for counseling. If
you have any questions or concerns about this study, please feel
free to speak to the faculty advisor of this study, Dr. Lilly.
Benefits:

The intended benefits of this study include furthering the
knowledge available about relationships and sexual assault, and the
association between one’s relationship and behaviors. You will
also receive the list of local mental health resources attached to this
form. Further, you will receive 2 course credits in exchange for
completing the study.

Confidentiality:

All information gathered during this experiment will be kept
confidential, as your name will not be connected to your data. All
audio-recorded responses to the interview will be transcribed and
erased within one month of study participation. A trained research
assistant will be responsible for providing credit to participants
through SONA Systems. This assistant will not be aware of your
responses during the study, which will also not be personally
identifiable. All data will be stored on password-protected
computers, and data analyses used for manuscripts, presentations,
or other public dissemination, will be done in aggregate. Signed
informed consent documents will be stored in a locked research
laboratory separate from any data that you provide after the
informed consent process.
I understand that any information gathered during this research
study is intended to be used for research purposes only and will be
kept confidential to the extent permitted by law. Even though this
research is intended to study sexual victimization and harassment
among undergraduate women, I understand that the researcher
does not have authority to address, or a duty to report, sexual
violence, misconduct or harassment. If I wish to report an instance
of sexual violence, misconduct or harassment, I understand that I
need to contact the University’s Title IX Coordinator, Karen L.
Baker, at 815-753-6017 or kbaker@niu.edu, or visit the
University’s Title IX website at
http://www.hr.niu.edu/ServiceAreas/DiversityResources/TitleIX/in
dex.cfm for other reporting options.

Contact Person:

If you have any questions or concerns relating to this research
project, feel free to contact the investigator, Jennifer Milliken, at
jmilliken@niu.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a
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research participant, please contact the Office of Research
Compliance at Northern Illinois University at (815) 753-8588.
Freedom to Withdraw:

Your participation is voluntary; you may cease to answer questions
and/or be withdrawn at any time without penalty or prejudice. You
will still receive course credit if you choose to withdraw from the
study. Your withdrawal will not adversely affect your relationship
with the investigators or Northern Illinois University and your
decision will not result in the loss of benefits to which you were
otherwise entitled. If you agree to participate, you can still
withdraw from this research, or refuse to answer any questions, at
any time.

Consent:

I understand that my consent to participate in this project does not
constitute a waiver of any legal rights or redress I might have as a
result of my participation. I have read the description, including the
nature and purpose of this study, the risks and benefits involved,
and the option to withdraw at any time. If I have any questions or
concerns about my participation, I will contact the PI.

Consent for participation:
By signing below, I am indicating that I freely agree to participate in this research study. If I do
not sign, I am indicating that I choose to not participate in this study and will not provide
answers to the study.

Participant Signature: _______________________________________ Date: _____________

Researcher Signature: _______________________________________ Date: _____________

Consent for audio recording:
By signing below, I am indicating that I freely agree to be audio recorded during my
participation in this study. If I do not sign, I am indicating that I choose not to be audio recorded.
I am aware that audio recordings will be transcribed within one month of my participation and
will be permanently deleted at that time.

Participant Signature: _______________________________________ Date: _____________

Researcher Signature: _______________________________________ Date: ____________
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Thank you for your participating in the Interactions in Relationships study. This study seeks to
clarify the role of relationship characteristics on women’s decisions to recognize unwanted
sexual advances and subsequent decisions to stay in or leave sexually violent relationships. The
influence of relationship commitment is of particular interest. Importantly, the relationship
depicted in the audio portion of this study is hypothetical and nonconsensual sexual activity is
never acceptable. The individuals depicted in the audio file were actors.
If you have any questions or comments about this study or the results obtained, please contact
the Principal Investigator, Jennifer Milliken; jmilliken@niu.edu. The questionnaires and tasks
that you completed today have been used previously in research. Though participants may feel
some stress or discomfort related to completion of these measures, the distress is typically
fleeting. However, if you find that you are distressed following your participation in this study,
please contact either the PI or Dr. Lilly (the faculty advisor of this project, mlilly1@niu.edu) or
one of the local or national resources found below. You may also seek out therapy services at a
local facility (see the attached list of local resources).
Thank you again for your participation. Please sign below to indicate that you have read and
understand this form, and that you will contact Jennifer Milliken or Dr. Lilly if you have any
questions or concerns about the study, and Northern Illinois University’s Office of Research
Compliance at (815) 753-8588 if you have any questions about your rights as a research
participant.

Participant Signature: _______________________________________ Date: _____________

Researcher Signature: _______________________________________ Date: _____________
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Campus Services
Counseling & Consultation Services, NIU (STUDENTS ONLY) (formerly The Counseling and Student
Development Center - CSDC)

Phone:
Address:
Fees:
Hours:
After Hours:

815/753-1206
Campus Life Building-200
None for counseling. Modest testing fees.
8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m. Monday-Friday
Open whenever NIU is open, including breaks.
Assistance after hours available by calling—815/753-1212

Description of Services: This service provides students with short-term, individual and group counseling for a broad
range of personal concerns. Career counseling services include interest assessment, workshops, and use of
computerized career counseling programs. Educational counseling services include assistance with test anxiety and
study skills. Assessments of drug and alcohol abuse are also provided. First appointment scheduled with 3-7 days.
(Handicapped Accessible).

Community Counseling Training Center, NIU (formerly The Counseling Laboratory)
Phone:
Address:
Fees:
Hours:

815/753-9312
416 Graham Hall
None for students, faculty, or staff.
Call for available counseling hours.

Description of Services: A wide range of services are offered by the counselors including both personal and
vocational counseling. In general, the approach used is one that promotes growth and focuses on increasing
emotional well-being and self-awareness. All counselors are doctoral or masters level students who are being
supervised by members of the counseling faculty. First appointments scheduled within 3-5 days.

The Couple and Family Therapy Clinic of NIU, NIU (formerly The Family Therapy Clinic)
Phone:
Address:

815-753-1684
Wirtz Hall 146

Fees:

The cost of services are determined by a sliding fee scale. No client is turned away due to
the inability to pay. This gives clients of all income levels access to our high-quality care.
Monday, Tuesday – 12 noon – 9:00 pm; Wednesday, Thursday - 9:00 am - 9:00pm;
Friday - 9:00 am - 5:00 pm

Hours:
Website:

http://www.chhs.niu.edu/familytherapyclinic/contact/index.shtml

Description of Services: The Couple and Family Therapy Clinic at NIU is a training and research facility that is an integral
component of the specialization in Marriage and Family Therapy Program (SMFT). They provide clinical services to
individuals, couples, and families with a unique perspective of addressing the issues in a larger systemic context. They
follow rigorous training standards as set forth by our accrediting organization, being accredited by the Commission on
Accreditation for Marriage and Family Therapy Education (COAMFTE).

Psychological Services Center, NIU
Phone:
Address:
Fees:
Hours:

815/753-0591
Normal Rd and Lincoln Hwy.
No fee for therapy for students; fee for assessments for students. Faculty, staff, and community
members charged on a sliding scale.
Monday – 11:00 a.m. – 7:00 p.m.
Tuesday – 12:00 noon – 8:00 p.m.
Wednesday-Friday-9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Open whenever NIU is open, including breaks.
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Description of Services: Individual, couples, family, and group psychotherapy, Intellectual,
personality, and academic assessments. Clients are generally seen by advanced level graduate
student staff under faculty supervision. Services tailored to meet a client’s specific needs. First
appointment scheduled with 7 days. (Handicapped accessible.)

Community Resources
KishHealth System Behavioral Health Services (formerly Ben Gordon Center)
Phone:
815/756-4875
Address:
12 Health Services Dr., DeKalb, IL 60115
Fees:
Sliding fee scales based on income. Insurance accepted.
Hours:
Monday-Thursday- 8:00 a.m. – 8:30 p.m.

Friday-8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m.
After Hours:

815/758-6655 Crisis Line

Description of Services: Comprehensive counseling services to all residents of DeKalb County. Services to all
persons affected by mental health problems, substance abuse, and family/child welfare concerns. 24-hour sexual
assault/abuse services can be accessed through the Crisis Line. First appointment scheduled within 30 days.
(Handicapped accessible and on Campus Bus Route).
Braden Counseling Center
Phone:
815/787-9000
Address:
2580 DeKalb Ave., Suite C., Sycamore, IL 60178
951 S. 7th St., Suite G., Rochelle, IL 60168
Fees:
Sliding fee scales based on income. Insurance accepted.
Description of Services: Free initial consultation. Specializes in counseling individuals, couples and families in
various stages of life. Has flexible scheduling with Sycamore and Rochelle locations. Also offers a variety of
evaluations, including same-day DUI evaluations, and legal and forensic work for attorneys.
Village Counseling
Phone:
815/756-9907
Address:
1211 Sycamore Rd., DeKalb, IL 60115
Fees:
Sliding fee scales based on income. Insurance accepted.
Hours:
Monday-9:00 a.m.-10:00 p.m.
Wednesday/Thursday-9:00 a.m.-9:00 p.m.

Friday-10:00 a.m.-10:00 p.m.
Description of Services: Provides relationship-centered counseling, including life counseling for individuals,
couples, families, adolescents, and children, as well as marriage and family counseling.
Family Service Agency, Center for Counseling
Phone:
815/758-8616
Address:
14 Health Services Dr.-DeKalb
Fees:
$75.00 per visit. Insurance accepted, including NIU Student Insurance. Payment plans and
scholarship funds available.
Hours:
Monday-Wednesday-9:00 a.m. – 8:00 p.m.
Thursday – Friday – 8:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. Additional hours available by appointment.

Description of Services: Individual, couple, group counseling for children, adults, senior citizens,
and families. First appointment scheduled within 1-7 days. (Handicapped accessible and on
Campus Bus Route).
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Living Rite, The Center for Behavioral Medicine.
Phone:
815-758-8400
Address:
1958 Aberdeen Court, Suite 2, Sycamore, IL 60178
Fees:
Based on insurance. Self-pay options are available.
Description of Services: Individual and Group Therapy. Therapy to deal with chronic pain.
Safe Passage, Inc.
Phone:
Hotline/Crisis:
Address:

815-756-7930
815-756-5228
P.O. Box 621, DeKalb, IL 60115

Description of Services: A wide variety of services are offered to victims and perpetrators of
domestic and sexual violence including crisis intervention and medical advocacy for victims of
domestic and sexual violence, short- and long-term housing for victims and their children,
counseling, legal advocacy, children's services, community education, a batterer's intervention
program, and a Latina outreach program.

National Resources
People Against Rape (PAR; 1-800-877-7252)
Rape, Abuse, Incest National Network (RAINN; 1-800-656-4673; http://www.rainn.org/)
Suicide Prevention Hotline (1-800-273-8255, http://www.suicidepreventionlifeline.org/)
National Alliance on Mental Illness (NAMI; 1-800-950-6264; http://www.nami.org/)
National Center for PTSD (NCPTSD; http://www.ptsd.va.gov/)
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APPENDIX F
PERMISSION FOR AUDIO RESEARCH TIMER

69

70

71

APPENDIX G
PERMISSION FOR MARX AND GROSS (1995) AUDIO TASK

72

73

APPENDIX H
PERMISSION FOR ACCEPTANCE OF MODERN
MYTHS ABOUT SEXUAL AGGRESSION
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APPENDIX I
PERMISSION FOR SEXUAL EXPERIENCES SURVEY SHORT FROM VICTIMIZATION

76

77

APPENDIX J
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1. What is your gender?

[] Male

[] Female

2. What is your current age? _______
3. How many years of schooling have you completed? _____
(e.g., graduated high school = 12; graduated college = 16)
4. Are you currently a student in college?_____
4a. If you answered “no” to question #4, when did you graduate? ______
5. What is your current employment status? (check only one)

[] Part time
[] Full time
[] Retired
[] Unemployed
[] Unemployed Student

6. What is your current marital status? (check only one)
[] Single
[] Partnered
[] Living with significant other
[] Married
[] Divorced, separated, or widowed
7. Are you currently in a dating relationship? ______
8. What is the length time spent in your longest relationship? ______
9. How long have you been with your current dating partner? ______
10. What is your ethnic background? (check only one)
[] Hispanic or Latino
[] Not Hispanic or Latino
[] Unknown
11. What is your racial background? (check all that apply)
[] Caucasian or White
[] African American or Black
[] Asian
[] American Indian or Alaskan Native
[] Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander
[] Unknown
12a. Please estimate your parents’ total annual household income ___________
Check this box if unknown []
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12b. Please estimate your own personal total annual income ___________
13. In what region of the country do you live?
[] Northeast (ME, NH, VT, MA, RI, CT, NY, PA, NJ)
[] Midwest (WI, MI, IL, IN, OH, MO, ND, SD, NE, KS,
MN, IA)
[] South (DE, MD, DC, VA, WV, NC, SC, GA, FL, KY,
TN, MS, AL, OK, TX, AK, LA)
[] West (ID, MT, WY, NV, UT, CO, AZ, NM, AK, WA,
OR, CA, HI)
14. Please estimate the size of the community in which you live:
[] Less than 5000
[] 5000 to 10000
[] 10001 to 25000
[] 25001 to 50000
[] 50001 to 100000
[] 100001 to 500000
[] 500001 to 1 million
[] over 1 million
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APPENDIX K
INVESTMENT MODEL SCALE (RUSBULT,
MARTZ, & AGNEW, 1998)

Satisfaction Level Facet and Global Items
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1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following statements regarding
your current relationship (circle an answer for each item).
(a) My partner fulfills my needs for intimacy (sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.)
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(b) My partner fulfills my needs for companionship (doing things together, enjoying each other’s
company, etc.)
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(c) My partner fulfills my sexual needs (holding hands, kissing, etc.)
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(d) My partner fulfills my needs for security (feeling trusting, comfortable in a stable relationship,
etc.)
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(e) My partner fulfills my needs for emotional involvement (feeling emotionally attached, feeling
good when another feels good, etc.)

Don’t Agree At All
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Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
2. I feel satisfied with our relationship (please circle a number).
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

3. My relationship is much better than others’ relationships.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

4. My relationship is close to ideal.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

5. Our relationship makes me very happy.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6. Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for intimacy, companionship, etc.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

Quality of Alternatives Facet and Global Items
1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement regarding the fulfillment of
each need in alternative relationships (e.g., by another dating partner, friends, family).
(a) My needs for intimacy (sharing personal thoughts, secrets, etc.) could be fulfilled in
alternative relationships.

Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(b) My needs for companionship (doing things together, enjoying each other’s company, etc.)
could be fulfilled in alternative relationships
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(c) My sexual needs (holding hands, kissing, etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative relationships
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(d) My needs for security (feeling trusting, comfortable in a stable relationship, etc.) could be
fulfilled in alternative relationships
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(e) My needs for emotional involvement (feeling emotionally attached, feeling good when
another feels good, etc.) could be fulfilled in alternative relationships
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
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Agree Completely
2. The people other than my partner with whom I might become involved are very appealing
(please circle a number).
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

3. My alternatives to our relationship are close to ideal (dating another, spending time with
friends or on my own, etc.).
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

4. If I weren’t dating my partner, I would do fine-I would find another appealing person to date.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

5. My alternatives are attractive to me (dating another, spending time with friends or on my own,
etc.).
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

6. My needs for intimacy, companionship, etc., could easily be fulfilled in an alternative
relationship.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

Investment Size Facet and Global Items
1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following statements regarding
your current relationship (circle an answer for each item).
(a) I have invested a great deal of time in our relationship
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately

Agree Completely
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(b) I have told my partner many private things about myself (I disclose secrets to him/her)
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(c) My partner and I have an intellectual life together that would be difficult to replace
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(d) My sense of personal identity (who I am) is linked to my partner and our relationship
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
(e) My partner and I share many memories
Don’t Agree At All
Agree Slightly
Agree Moderately
Agree Completely
2. I have put a great deal into our relationship that I would lose if the relationship were to end
(please circle a number).
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely
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3. Many aspects of my life have become linked to my partner (recreational activities, etc.), and I
would lose all of this if we were to break up.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

4. I feel very involved in our relationship—like I have put a great deal into it.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

5. My relationships with friends and family members would be complicated if my partner and I
were to break up (e.g., partner is friends with people I care about).
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

6. Compared to other people I know, I have invested a great deal in my relationship with my
partner.
0
1
Do Not Agree
At All

2

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

Commitment Level Items
1. I want our relationship to last for a very long time (please circle a number).
1
2
0
Do Not Agree
At All

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

2. I am committed to maintaining my relationship with my partner.
0
1
2
Do Not Agree
At All

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

3. I would not feel very upset if our relationship were to end in the near future.
0
1
2
Do Not Agree
At All

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely
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4. It is likely that I will date someone other than my partner within the next year.
0
1
2
Do Not Agree
At All

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

5. I feel very attached to our relationship—very strongly linked to my partner.
0
1
2
Do Not Agree
At All

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

6

7

8
Agree
Completely

6. I want our relationship to last forever.
0
1
2
Do Not Agree
At All

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

7. I am oriented toward the long-term future of my relationship (for example, I imagine being
with my partner several years from now).
0
1
2
Do Not Agree
At All

3

4
5
Agree
Somewhat

6

7

8
Agree
Completely
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APPENDIX L
SEXUAL EXPERIENCES SURVEY-SHORT FORM VICTIMIZATION
(KOSS, ABBEY, CAMPBELL, COOK, NORRIS, TESTA,
ULLMAN, WEST, & WHITE, 2007)
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The following questions concern sexual experiences that you may have had that were unwanted.
We know that these are personal questions, so we do not ask your name or other identifying information.
Your information is completely confidential. We hope that this helps you to feel comfortable answering
each question honestly. Place a check mark in the box

showing the number of times each experience

has happened to you. If several experiences occurred on the same occasion--for example, if one night
someone told you some lies and had sex with you when you were drunk, you would check both boxes a
and c. The past 12 months refers to the past year going back from today. Since age 14 refers to your life
starting on your 14th birthday and stopping one year ago from today.
Sexual Experiences

1.

How many times in the
past 12 months?

Someone fondled, kissed, or rubbed up against the private areas of my body (lips, breast/chest, crotch or
butt) or removed some of my clothes without my consent (but did not attempt sexual penetration) by:
0

a.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises I knew were
untrue, or continually verbally pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.

b.

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, after I said I
didn’t want to.

c.

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out of it to stop what was happening.

d.
e.

2.

How many
times since age
14?

0

1

2 3+

Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon.

a.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to
spread rumors about me, making promises I knew were untrue, or
continually verbally pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.

b.

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness,
getting angry but not using physical force, after I said I didn’t want to.

c.

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out of it to
stop what was happening.

e.

2 3+

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close to me.

Someone had oral sex with me or made me have oral
sex with them without my consent by:

d.

1

0

1

2 3+

0

1 2 3+

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close to me.
Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon.

How many times in the past 12
months?

How many
times since
age 14?
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3.

If you are a male, check box and skip to item 4
A man put his penis into my vagina, or someone
inserted fingers or objects without my consent by:

a.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises I knew were untrue, or continually verbally
pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.

b.

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, after I said I didn’t want to.

c.

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out of it to stop what was happening.

d.
e.

4.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to
spread rumors about me, making promises I knew were untrue,
or continually verbally pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.

b.

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness,
getting angry but not using physical force, after I said I didn’t want to.

c.

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out of it to stop what was happening.

0

1

2 3+

0

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread rumors
about me, making promises I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.

b.

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness,
getting angry but not using physical force, after I said I didn’t want to.
Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out of it to
stop what was happening.

0

1

2 3+

0

2 3+

1

2 3+

1

2 3+

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close to me.
Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon.

How many times in the past 12
months?

6.

1

Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon.

a.

d.
e.

0

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close to me.

Even though it didn’t happen, someone TRIED
to have oral sex with me, or make me have oral sex
with them without my consent by:

c.

2 3+

Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon.

a.

e.

1

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close to me.

A man put his penis into my butt, or someone inserted
fingers or objects without my consent by:

d.

5.

0

How many
times since
age 14?

If you are male, check this box and skip to item 7.
Even though it didn’t happen, a man TRIED to put his penis into my vagina, or someone tried to
stick in fingers or objects without my consent by:
0

a.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises I knew

1

2 3+

0

1

2 3+
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were untrue, or continually verbally pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.

b.

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, after I
said I didn’t want to.

c.

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out of it to stop what was happening.

d.
e.

7.

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close to me.
Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a
weapon.

Even though it didn’t happen, a man TRIED to put his penis into my butt, or someone tried to stick in objects or fingers without
my consent by:
0

a.

Telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread rumors about me, making promises I knew were untrue, or continually verbally
pressuring me after I said I didn’t want to.

b.

Showing displeasure, criticizing my sexuality or attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, after I said I didn’t want to.

c.

Taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or out of it to stop what was happening.

d.
e.

8.

1

2 3+

0

1

2 3+

Threatening to physically harm me or someone close to me.
Using force, for example holding me down with their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon.

I am:

Female

Male

My age is _________years and ___________months.

9. Did any of the experiences described in this survey happen to you 1 or more times?
Yes
No
What was the sex of the person or persons who did them to you?
Female only
Male only
Both females and males
I reported no experiences
10. Have you ever been raped? Yes

No
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APPENDIX M
ACCEPTANCE OF MODERN MYTHS ABOUT SEXUAL AGGRESSION
(AMMSA; GERGER, KLEY, BOHNER, & SIEBLER, 2007)
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Instructions: You will be presented with a set of statements and asked to indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each. There are no right or wrong answers – we are only
interested in your personal opinion. Please read each statement carefully and then circle the
number from 1-7 that you feel best represents your opinion. The points on the scale have the
following meaning:
1 = completely disagree
2 = disagree
3 = disagree somewhat
4 = neutral
5 = agree somewhat
6 = agree
7 = completely agree
Please use the complete range of the scale to express your exact opinion.
1. When it comes to sexual contacts, women expect men to take the lead.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
2. Once a man and a woman have started “making out,” a woman’s misgivings about sex will
automatically disappear.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
3. A lot of women strongly complain about sexual infringements for no real reason, just to
appear emancipated.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
4. To get custody of their children, women often falsely accuse their ex-husband of a tendency
towards sexual violence.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
5. Interpreting harmless gestures as “sexual harassment” is a popular weapon in the battle of the
sexes.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
6. It is a biological necessity for men to release sexual pressure from time to time.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
7. After a rape, women nowadays receive ample support.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
8. Nowadays, a large proportion of rapes is partly caused by the depiction of sexuality in the
media as this raises the sex drive of potential perpetrators.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
9. If a woman invites a man to her home for a cup of coffee after a night out this means that she
wants to have sex.
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Completely disagree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Completely agree

10. As long as they don’t go too far, suggestive remarks and allusions simply tell a woman that
she is attractive.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
11. Any woman who is careless enough to walk through “dark alleys” at night is partly to be
blamed if she is raped.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
12. When a woman starts a relationship with a man, she must be aware that the man will assert
his right to have sex.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
13. Most women prefer to be praised for their looks rather than their intelligence.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
14. Because the fascination caused by sex is disproportionately large, our society’s sensitivity to
crimes in this area is disproportionate as well.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
15. Women like to play coy. This does not mean that they do not want sex.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
16. Many women tend to exaggerate the problem of male violence.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
17. When a man urges his female partner to have sex, this cannot be called rape.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
18. When a single woman invites a single man to her apartment she signals that she is not averse
to having sex.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
19. When politicians deal with the topic of rape, they do so mainly because this topic is likely to
attract the attention of the media.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
20. When defining “marital rape” there is no clear-cut distinction between normal conjugal
intercourse and rape.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
21. A man’s sexuality functions like a steam boiler – when the pressure gets too high, he has to
“let off steam.”
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
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22. Women often accuse their husbands of marital rape just to retaliate for a failed relationship.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
23. The discussion about sexual harassment on the job has mainly resulted in many a harmless
behavior being misinterpreted as harassment.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
24. In dating situations, the general expectation is that the woman “hits the brakes” and the man
“pushes ahead.”
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
25. Although the victims of armed robbery have to fear for their lives, they receive far less
psychological support than do rape victims.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
26. Alcohol is often the culprit when a man rapes a woman.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6

7

Completely agree

27. Many women misinterpret a well-meant gesture as a “sexual assault.”
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
28. Nowadays, the victims of sexual violence receive sufficient help in the form of women’s
shelters, therapy offers and support groups.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
29. Instead of worrying about alleged victims of sexual violence society should rather attend to
more urgent problems, such as environmental destruction.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree
30. Nowadays, men who really sexually assault women are punished justly.
Completely disagree 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 Completely agree

